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1.  Introduction
 Time spent on Japanese (L1) reading outside 
classroom heavily depends on students’ personal 
lifestyles. Those who do not have reading habits 
may read only textbooks and books assigned as 
homework. Time spent reading English (L2) texts is 
assumed to be even less because it is up to secondary 
schools to decide whether to implement extensive 
reading. Therefore, the only L2 reading materials 
students are exposed to might be English textbooks 
and workbooks. 
 Furthermore, in terms of writing instruction, 
opportunities for students to write long essays and 
papers are limited even in high schools (Kobayashi 
& Rinnert, 2002(1)). In addition, students are rarely 
explicitly taught how to organize papers logically 
except when they prepare for short essays for 
university entrance examinations (Okabe, 2004(2)). It 
is unreasonable to expect students who are educated 
in this kind of system to reach a higher level of L1 
reading and writing skills required in the tertiary 
education. Moreover, it is more unreasonable 
to expect these students to be able to read and 
write academic papers in L2 once they enter the 
university because what they have learned in the 
secondary education is usually grammar, translation 
of textbooks, daily conversations, and writing as in 
translation of short sentences into English. There 
is a huge discrepancy between secondary English 
education and academic English skills required in 
tertiary education.  
 Nevertheless, it is much needed for Japanese 
university students to develop a similar level of 
academic competence as that of their counterparts 
overseas in order to maintain and improve Japan’s 
global competitiveness. Thus, substantial support for 
university students to acquire the necessary academic 
skills is required. 
 With the aim of developing students’ global 
competitiveness, improving their L1 academic 
reading and writing skills is not sufficient. These 
skills in L2 are also necessary. Accordingly, in this 
study, L1 and L2 reading and L2 summary-writing 
tasks were assigned with the goal of developing 
Japanese university students’ L1 and L2 writing 
skills.
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2.  Review of literature
2.1 Schema theory
 Reading plays a crucial role in the current 
study and the schema theory is one of the theoretical 
backgrounds. According to the schema theory, 
when reading a text, a reader constructs meaning 
by integrating her existing knowledge and new 
information from the text. Thus, in this theory, 
the reader assigns meaning to the text through her 
interpretation inﬂuenced by her schema (An, 2013(3)). 
 There are several categorizations of schema. 
Carrell (1987(4)) differentiated formal schema and 
content schema. According to Carrell (1987), content 
schema is “knowledge relative to the content domain 
of the text” and formal schema is “knowledge relative 
to the formal, rhetorical organizational structures 
of different types of texts” (p. 461). Both kinds of 
schema are essential in reading; however, possessing 
schema is not considered suﬃcient to comprehend a 
text. 
 Activation of schema is of great importance 
in this theory, as failure in doing so would result in 
failure in comprehending a text (Al-Issa, 2006(5)). The 
more familiar the content is, the easier for the reader 
to comprehend a text. The two methods Krashen 
(1993a(6), as cited in Al-Issa, 2006) suggested for 
activating schema are free voluntary reading and L1 
reading. Free voluntary reading is an approach where 
students can choose a reading material which they are 
interested in and are not required to do assignments 
related to the reading such as book reports. By reading 
freely and voluntarily, students learn background 
knowledge to prepare for further reading. 
2.2 Reading and writing connection
 Studies on connections between reading and 
writing started in the L1 field. It is acknowledged 
that better readers are better writers. Although this 
perspective was imported to the L2 ﬁeld, research has 
been more difficult because L2 reading and writing 
involve more variables compared to L1 counterparts 
such as L1 and L2 linguistic knowledge, L1 and L2 
reading and writing skills, cultural influences, and 
task types (Grabe, 2001(7)). 
 Nevertheless, according to Krashen’s 
(1984(8)) theory, linguistic inputs are essential for the 
development of L2 writing skills. The author argued 
that there are writing competence and performance. 
Writing competence is a writing style which is a 
repertoire of expressions used for writing. This body 
of knowledge can be gained through reading which 
is written in a manner that is comprehensible for the 
audience. Writing performance on the other hand 
is “the ability to use writing to solve problems and 
come up with new ideas, comes from actual writing 
itself and the use of certain strategies that can be 
taught” (Krashen, 2006, p. 4(9)). Both competence and 
performance are necessary to become an effective 
writer. 
 In addition, Krashen (1993b(10)) argued that 
the writing style, competence, can be learned by 
reading but not by writing itself. He pointed out that 
factors which make effective writing have not yet 
been found; therefore, they cannot be taught. Writing 
can be used to organize ideas instead. In writing 
classes, Krashen (1993b) noted, aspects of writing 
such as grammar, spelling, and writing strategies can 
be taught. 
 In fact, many studies have been conducted on 
relationships of L2 reading and writing skills. Llach 
(2010(11)) investigated the relationships between L2 
reading and writing skills of young Spanish English 
as a Foreign Language (EFL) students, using the 
L2 reading and writing tests. From the result of 
the learners at low-middle L2 proficiency level, 
the author found a strong correlation between L2 
reading and writing skills; whereas, no correlation 
was found in that of the low L2 proﬁciency learners. 
Kim and Bae (2012(12)) looked at how L2 collocation 
knowledge is related to L2 reading and writing skills. 
Korean university students participated in the study. 
Although they did not observe any correlations 
between collocation knowledge and L2 reading skills, 
collocation knowledge was significantly correlated 
with L2 writing skills.
 Almelhi (2014(13)) included an online 
reading intervention to investigate the relationships 
between argumentative reading and writing skills, 
expecting argumentative reading would contribute 
to the development of L2 argumentative writing 
skills. The participants in this study were university 
students in Saudi Arabia. Pre- and post-reading and 
writing tests were conducted. The author reported 
that improvement in the post-reading and writing 
tests was observed. Cho and Brutt-Griﬄer (2015(14)) 
also examined the influence of L2 reading and 
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writing instructions on L2 reading comprehension 
and summary writing skills of Korean middle school 
students. In their study, again, the results of L2 
reading and writing tests improved only among the 
intermediate and the advanced level students. In 
Mokeddem and Houcine’s (2016(15)) study, inﬂuences 
of L2 summary writing on L2 reading skills were 
examined. An explicit summarizing instruction and 
summary writing assignment were given to Algerian 
university students at intermediate L2 proficiency 
level. Then their L2 reading skills were assessed 
with a reading comprehension test. As a result, a 
correlation was found between L2 summary writing 
and L2 reading comprehension skills. 
 On the other hand, the number of studies 
including both L1 and L2 writing is limited. Javadi-
Safa,Vahdany, and Sabet (2013(16)) investigated how 
L1 and L2 writing skills are related. In addition, they 
examined how sub-skills of L1 and L2 writing skills 
were related. With Iranian university students who 
were at upper-intermediate L2 level, they collected 
L1 and L2 writing samples. A strong correlation 
between writing test scores was found. Also, sub-
skills such as vocabulary, mechanics, and language 
use were correlated across languages. Moreover, 
Carson, Carrell, Silberstein, Kroll, and Kuehn 
(1990(17)) investigated relationships across skills and 
languages: L1 reading and writing skills; L2 reading 
and writing skills; L1 and L2 reading skills; and L1 
and L2 writing skills. Japanese and Chinese learners 
of English participated in the study, and the results 
varied by cultural backgrounds. However, they found 
that L1 reading skills were a predictor of L2 reading 
skills and L1 literacy skills were positively correlated. 
 Although there are some studies on L1 and 
L2 reading and writing skills, they are still limited 
(Grabe, 2001). Especially, research incorporating 
both L1 reading as schema activation and L2 reading 
as a source of linguistic inputs to improve L2 writing 
skills has not yet been explored. Therefore, this study 
aims at answering the following research questions: 1) 
How does L1 and L2 news reading aﬀect L1 writing 
skills? 2) How does L1 and L2 news reading affect 
L2 writing skills? 
  In addition, in order to gain deeper insights 
into students’ perspectives on L1 and L2 writing 
skills, a subsidiary question was set as follows: 3) 
How do L1 and L2 reading and L2 summary writing 
tasks aﬀect students’ awareness on L1 and L2 writing 
skills?
3.  Method
3.1  Participants
 The participants in this study were Japanese 
university students studying in Japan who majored 
in engineering at the time. In total, 21 students (17 
freshmen, four sophomores) cooperated with the L1 
and L2 writing assessments which were conducted 
before (pre-test) and after (post-test) the reading and 
writing tasks were assigned throughout a semester. 
Also, 22 students ﬁlled out a questionnaire before the 
tasks were assigned. However, for the post-activity 
questionnaire, 15 participants responded to the L1 
related questions and 16 to the L2 related questions.
 At this university, students were leveled 
according to their TOEIC IP scores, and the 
participants of the study were all in elementary level 
(TOEIC 240-380) classes. The freshmen registered in 
the English for Speciﬁc Purposes (ESP) course where 
they learned academic presentation skills. Paragraph 
writing was not explicitly taught in this class. The 
freshmen did not learn how to write topic, supporting, 
or concluding sentences. Instead, they learned how 
to make an outline and a script for a presentation. 
The sophomores were enrolled in another ESP course 
where they learned paragraph writing including 
brainstorming, outlining, writing topic and supporting 
sentences, editing, and revising. Although their class 
contents were different, they completed the same 
assignments.   
3.2 Reading and summary-writing tasks
 Classes were instructed by the author of the 
current study. The reading and writing tasks were 
assigned biweekly through Modular Object-Oriented 
Dynamic Learning Environment (Moodle) over a 
semester. In other words, the tasks were assigned 
seven times over the 15 weeks. For the reading task, 
students selected a science and technology-related 
topic and searched for online news articles in L1 and 
L2. The topic was limited to science and technology-
related because the students were engineering majors. 
These news articles were from individual websites: 
an L2 article was not the translation of an L1 article 
or vice versa. L2 articles had to exceed 400 words 
while L1 articles had to contain more than 1,000 
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characters. Thus, it was challenging for the students 
to find articles in two languages which were on the 
same topic and fulﬁlled the requirements at the same 
time. Even though this process was challenging and 
time-consuming for the students, this was expected 
to provide them with an opportunity to develop 
information gathering skills and improve their 
judgment on whether the information was relevant 
to their purposes. Once they found the articles, the 
students were instructed to read the articles, paying 
attention to both common and unique points of the 
articles. 
 The L2 writing task was to write a summary 
of the two articles specifying information common to 
both and unique to either article. In order to prevent 
plagiarism, the instructor emphasized that the students 
were not allowed to use more than three words 
consecutively in the same order as they were written 
in the original text. The students were instructed to 
write in their own words. A summary had to exceed 
150 words. Also, the students were specified to use 
signal phrases such as “according to” to indicate that 
they were referring to another text. 
 For this course, Moodle was used to share 
learning materials, collect assignments, and monitor 
students’ activities on the site. Through Moodle, 
students shared the articles they found online with 
the classmates and publish their summaries. Sample 
articles and a summary were posted by the instructor 
for the students’ reference. To share these materials, 
the workshop module was used so that the students 
could get access to each other’s posts. Separate 
groups were created for each class. Only the students 
who were registered to the class were able to see their 
classmates’ assignments. If they were interested in 
any of the posted articles, they were able to click on 
the link and jump to the website immediately. 
3.3 Measures
3.3.1 Writing assessments
 The topics of the writing assessments were 
all related to a university life as shown in Table 1. The 
students were asked to choose one position and state 
their opinions. The argumentative essay style was 
selected, as it requires the standard organization of a 
paragraph consisting of a topic sentence, supporting 
sentences, and a concluding sentence. 
 For the L1 pre- activity writing test, students 
were asked to discuss whether they think a teacher 
should use a technological aid in class. For the L2 
pre- activity writing test, they were asked to discuss 
whether they prefer studying alone or in group. 
Similarly, for the L1 post-activity writing test, the 
students were asked to discuss whether they should 
work part time when studying at a university. For 
the L2 post-activity writing test, they were asked to 
discuss whether they prefer having a wider range of 
friends. 
 The time for each assessment was limited 
to fifteen minutes and all the assessments were 
conducted by the author during class time. The 
writing assessments were conducted as part of the 
class activities; thus, those who did not participate 
in the study also took the tests, but their results were 
excluded from the analysis.
 The writing tests were assessed by one of 
the researchers of the current study who is a native 
Japanese speaker specializing in teaching of English 
to speakers of other languages (TESOL). Also, the 
other rater was a bilingual speaker of Japanese and 
English who specializes in Linguistics. 
 For the L1 rating, the scale devised by 
Sasaki and Hirose (1999(18)) was employed. This is 
an analytic scale which measures each independent 
writing skill separately in comparison to a holistic 
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scale which measures both linguistic accuracy 
and writing skills inclusively. Sasaki and Hirose 
developed these criteria specifically for Japanese 
writers based on their questionnaire survey collected 
from Japanese high school teachers, as the criteria 
for writing valued in the Japanese education system 
diﬀer from those in Western education. There are six 
criteria included in the scale: 1) clarity of theme; 2) 
appeal to the reader; 3) expression; 4) organization; 
5) knowledge of language forms; 6) social awareness.
 Clarity of theme is a criterion which 
examines how the main and supporting points are 
presented. Appeal to the reader is a criterion which 
examines the persuasiveness of the argument based 
on whether concrete evidence and examples are 
given. Expression is a criterion which examines 
unity and coherence of sentences. Organization 
is a criterion which examines logical connections 
among paragraphs. Knowledge of language forms is 
a criterion which examines language use including 
correct use of letters, punctuation, words, and 
grammar. Finally, social awareness is a criterion 
which examines the writer’s attitudes towards the 
relationships between herself and the society. Each 
criterion has the same score range: 10 - 9 points (Very 
good); 8 - 6 points (Good); 5 - 3 (Fair); 2 - 1 (Poor). 
Therefore, the maximum score is 60 points and the 
minimum six. To match with the ESL Composition 
Profile (Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, Hartfiel, & 
Hughey, 1981(19)), which is explained later, the full 
score of the Japanese writing test was converted to 
100 after all the scores were agreed between raters.
 For the L2 writing assessments, the ESL 
Composition Profile (Jacobs, Zinkgraf, Wormuth, 
Hartfiel, & Hughey, 1981) was adopted. Sasaki and 
Hirose’s (1999) scale was developed to correspond 
with the ESL Composition Profile: the correlation 
between these scales was relatively high (0.76) 
according to the authors. This is also an analytic scale 
which contains the following ﬁve criteria: 1) content; 
2) organization; 3) vocabulary; 4) language use; 5) 
mechanics
 Content is a criterion which examines the 
writer’s demonstration of knowledge by development 
of content related to the subject. Organization is a 
criterion which examines coherence of ideas and 
logical support of the main idea. Vocabulary is a 
criterion which examines range and accuracy of 
vocabulary use. Language use is a criterion which 
examines grammatical accuracy and complexity 
of grammatical structures. Finally, mechanics is a 
criterion which examines a technical side of writing 
such as spelling and punctuation. Each criterion is 
assigned diﬀerent range of scores as Table 2 shows. 
The minimum score is 31 and maximum 100. 
 The raters held a norming session to establish 
a common understanding of the criteria. During the 
session, scoring sheets accompanied by descriptors 
were distributed. Both the L1 and L2 scoring sheets 
and the descriptors were explained in detail and three 
samples, including low, middle, and high level, were 
marked together for practice. The rest of the samples 
were scored individually. After all the samples were 
rated, the raters discussed the scores and the scores 
were averaged. 
3.3.2 Questionnaires
 The questionnaire surveys were also 
conducted at the beginning and the end of the course. 
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The data was collected online via Survey Monkey, 
which is an online service supporting a web-based 
questionnaire. The question items were based on 
Victori (1999(20)). Victori categorized metacognitive 
knowledge on writing into three groups according 
to Flavell (1979(21) as cited in Victori, 1999): person 
knowledge (awareness as a writer), task knowledge 
(knowledge on writing conventions), and strategy 
knowledge (knowledge on writing strategies). 
 Originally, there were 25 questions in Victori 
(1999), three questions, one from each category, 
were adapted in the current study. Questions 1 and 2 
in the Table 3 are questions on strategy knowledge. 
Questions 3 and 4 are on person knowledge. Finally, 
Questions 5 and 6 are on task knowledge.
 Questions 7 to 11 are original questions 
devised for this study. These questions inquire how 
the bilingual reading helped the students improve 
their reading and writing skills in L1 and L2. Also, in 
Question 11, the students were asked whether reading 
on the same topic in two languages helped them 
understand the L2 text better. 
 Questions 1 to 6 were included in the 
questionnaires administered at the beginning and end 
of the course; whereas, Questions 7 to 11 were asked 
only at the end.
 The responses from Questions 1 to 6 were 
coded, and the codes were counted to compare the 
results of the pre- and post-activity questionnaires. 
Questions 7 to 11 were Likert-scale type questions, 
and the students were asked to rate from 1 (Strongly 
disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree). The frequency of 
responses was calculated.
3.3.3 Interviews
 Finally, semi-structured interviews were 
carried out. For the current study, 10 freshmen 
and five sophomores were interviewed. All the 
students enrolled in the classes were invited, and 
the 15 students volunteered. Each session lasted 
for approximately 30 minutes. The purpose of the 
interviews was to follow up with their responses in 
the questionnaires and their thoughts on the bilingual 
reading and the L2 writing activities. Four questions 
(See Table 4) devised for the study were asked during 
the interview. The interviews were recorded on a 
voice recorder with the participants’ consent. All the 
audio data was transcribed for data analysis. 
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4.  Results
4.1 Writing assessments
 The mean scores of the L1 and L2 writing 
assessments are reported in Table 5. The mean score 
for the L1 pre-activity writing assessment was 63.38 
(12.14), and that of L1 post-activity assessment was 
63.70 (8.17). On the other hand, the mean of the L2 
pre-activity writing assessment was 56.93(9.82) and 
that of the L2 post-activity writing assessment was 
61.93 (11.10).
 The assumption of normality was tested 
using the Shapiro-Wilks test. The Shapiro-Wilks tests 
for normality of the L1 pre-activity writing test (SW 
= .96, df = 21, p = .60), the L1 post- activity writing 
test (SW = .96, df = 21, p = .59), the L2 pre- activity 
writing test (SW = .94, df = 21, p = .23), the L2 post- 
activity writing test (SW = .95, df = 21, p = .29) 
suggest that normality is assumed.
 Then paired-samples t-tests were conducted 
to compare the results of the L1 pre- and post-activity 
writing tests as well as those of the L2 pre- and post- 
activity writing tests. As shown in Table 6, there was 
no signiﬁcant diﬀerence in the scores for the L1 pre-
writing assessment (M = 63.38, SD = 12.14) and the 
L1 post-writing assessment (M = 63.70, SD = 8.17); 
t(20) = -.13, p = .90. On the other hand, there was 
a significant difference in the scores for the L2 pre-
writing assessment (M = 56.93, SD = 9.82) and the 
L2 post-writing assessment (M = 61.93, SD = 11.10); 
t(20) = -2.48, p = .02. These results suggest that 
the bilingual reading and the L2 writing activities 
improved L2 writing skills. 
 Schoonen, van Gelderen, Stoel, Hulstijn, 
and Glopper (2011(22)) also found that the scores 
of English (L2) writing test improved while those 
of Dutch (L1) did not change as much. As the 
participants had already acquired certain writing skills 
in their native language, their L1 writing skills did 
not show much improvement compared to L2 writing 
with which they had much lesser experiences.
4.2 Questionnaires
(1) Question 1
 Table 7 shows responses from Question 
1 asking why the students stopped writing when 
composing in their L1. Initially, the students’ 
responses focused on lack of ideas. For example, a 
student commented, “[I stop writing] when I cannot 
come up with any more ideas.” However, at the 
end of the semester, more students realized that 
their L1 linguistic knowledge was not sufficient to 
write fluently even in their L1. In specific, limited 
vocabulary and kanji (Chinese characters) knowledge 
were reported. Usually, novice writers focus on local 
issues while more experienced writers focus on 
global issues of writing (Flower & Hayes, 1980(23)). 
However, having completed multiple writing 
exercises, more students paid attention to linguistic 
aspect of writing. This result might be gained because 
the participants of the study were still novice L1 
writers.
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(2) Question 2
 The result of Question 2, asking why the 
students stopped writing when composing in L2, was 
starker although the trend did not change throughout 
the semester (See Table 8). As the participants of 
the current study were all elementary level students, 
they found limited L2 linguistic knowledge was the 
predominant issue for L2 writing though specific 
comments slightly changed over time. 
 In the pre-activity questionnaire, a student 
wrote, “I don’t know the vocabulary.” However, the 
description became more detailed in the post-activity 
questionnaire. For example, another student wrote, 
“I stop writing when I don’t know how to express 
myself because I don’t know what grammatical 
structure and vocabulary to use.” Again, since the 
students were novice L2 writers, they tended to focus 
more on linguistic aspect of writing (Flower & Hayes, 
1980).
(3) Question 3
 Similar results were also gained from 
Question 3 which asked what kind of problems the 
students had when writing in L1 (See Table 9). Again, 
students found that their limited linguistic knowledge 
was the major problem for L1 writing in the post-
assessment. 
 One student reported, “I’m concerned if 
I’m using appropriate Japanese expressions.” 
Another stated, “Sometimes, I don’t know what a 
particular idiom means or how to read a certain kanji.”
(4) Question 4
 Question 4 asked what kind of problems 
the students had when writing in L2. Although the 
number of the respondents slightly increased in 
the post-activity questionnaire, all the respondents 
pointed out insufficient linguistic knowledge as the 
major hindrance for L2 writing (See Table 10). At 
the beginning of the semester, most students simply 
wrote, “I don’t know [enough] vocabulary.” 
 However, at the end of the semester, they 
reported their irritation of not being able to verbalize 
their ideas they had in mind. One student wrote, 
“Because I don’t know the grammar, I cannot write 
what I want to write.” This finding coincides with 
Flahive and Bailey (1993(24)) who found that L2 
grammatical knowledge was strongly correlated with 
L2 writing skills.
 (5) Question 5
 Regarding Question 5 asking to describe 
appropriate L1 essay organizations, no trend was 
observed in the pre-activity questionnaire (See Table 
11). The students did not have speciﬁc ideas on how 
to organize an essay at the beginning. For example, 
one student simply answered, “Good organization,” 
and another wrote “Writing in a formal language.”
 Nevertheless, the post-activity questionnaire 
－ 145－
shows that the term joron-honron-ketsuron, 
introduction, body, conclusion, was acquired during 
the semester. Although most Japanese students 
should have encountered the term before entering 
the university, it seems they became more familiar 
with the term as they had more opportunities to 
write academic reports which require well-structured 
paragraphs. One student wrote, “First [I] write my 
opinion on the theme. Then develop [my paragraph] 
by describing reasoning. After that, [I] repeat my 
opinion as a summary.” Bereiter and Scardamalia 
(1984(25)) argued that by reading texts, even for a 
limited time, students can learn text organizations of 
writing. As it is easier to recognize text organizations 
in L1, brief exposure to L1 texts might have been 
suﬃcient to enhance the students’ awareness.
(6) Question 6 
 The same trend was also found in the L2 
assessments as can be seen in Table 12 showing the 
results of Question 6. Students initially had various 
ideas on how an L2 essay should be organized. As the 
class progressed, they learned that English writing is 
also organized in the order of the introduction, body, 
and conclusion.
 Although more students developed similar 
ideas on essay organizations in both languages, 
compared to the responses from Question 5, their 
responses still varied. Myles (2002(26)) argued that 
by exposing learners to various types of texts, it is 
possible to help them realize what roles text structures 
play in writing. Since the students only read news 
articles in this study, it might have helped them to 
raise awareness on a text organization if they had read 
a variety of L2 texts.  
 Also, because writing skills were not 
explicitly taught in the freshman class, this result 
suggests that explicit L2 instructions on essay 
organizations is needed so that students will be able 
to articulate the organization in more detail. 
(7) Questions 7 and 8
 Figure 1 shows the results of Questions 7 and 
8. It indicates how much the students agreed that their 
L1 and L2 reading skills improved by reading news 
articles in two languages. A chi-square was calculated 
to compare the responses on improvement of L1 
and L2 reading skills. The frequency of the students 
who found the activities useful for improving their 
reading skills did not differ by language, χ2 (3) = 
6.50, p = .09, φ = .46. As for L1 reading skills, none 
of the students (0.00%) strongly disagreed but one 
student (6.67%) disagreed, and four students (26.67%) 
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were neutral about the statement. However, seven 
students (46.67%) agreed and three students (20.00%) 
strongly agreed that they were able to improve their 
L1 reading skills by the activities. 
 Also, for L2 reading skills, none of the 
students strongly disagreed, disagreed, or answered 
neutral (0.00%). Out of 16 students, 10 (62.50%) 
agreed and six (37.50%) strongly agreed that their L2 
reading skills were ameliorated through the activities.
  As reported in the interviews, the students 
felt that reading L1 articles together with L2 articles 
helped them better comprehend the content of the 
L2 article. Moreover, by reading in L1, the students 
became more aware of how words change their 
meanings according to the context.  
 (8) Questions 9 and 10
 Questions 9 and 10 inquired whether the 
same reading task helped them improve their L1 
and L2 writing skills (See Figure 2). Again, a chi-
square was calculated to compare the responses on 
improvement of L1 and L2 reading skills, χ2 = 2.33, 
p = .51, φ = .27. No signiﬁcant diﬀerence was found 
between languages here as well. No student (0.00%) 
strongly disagreed but one student (6.67%) disagreed 
that the activities improved his or her L1 writing 
skills. Six students (40.00%) were neutral about the 
statement but another six (40.00%) agreed with it. 
Finally, two students (13.33%) strongly agreed that 
they improved their L1 writing skills through the 
activities. 
 The students’ responses regarding the 
influence on the L2 writing were similar. None 
strongly disagreed but one (6.25%) disagreed with 
the statement. Three students (18.75%) were neutral. 
Yet, seven students (43.75%) agreed and ﬁve students 
(31.25%) strongly agreed that the activities helped 
them improve their L2 writing skills. Unlike Question 
4, more students were unsure if their L1 writing skills 
improved due to the activity. As they did not write 
summaries in L1, it is assumed they found reading 
L1 articles was not suﬃcient to improve L1 writing 
skills.
 As found in the interviews, the students 
observed that they were able to build vocabulary 
through reading, which they reported was the major 
hindrance for writing in L2. Therefore, by building 
vocabulary, they may have found that reading in two 
languages led to the improvement of their L2 writing 
skills. 
(10) Question 11 
 For Question 11, students were asked whether 
reading L1 and L2 news articles on the same topic 
helped them understand the L2 article better. Nine 
students (52.25%) strongly agreed and seven students 
(43.75%) agreed that reading L1 news article helped 
them comprehend the L2 counterpart. None disagreed 
or strongly disagreed (0.00%) with this statement.
 Even though reading news article in L2 is 
challenging, reading the L1 text on the same topic 
lent the students some background knowledge on 
the topic. The L1 article was not the translation 
of the L2 article. Therefore, the students had to 
connect the information they learned in the L1 text 
to the information from the L2 text. They looked for 
information in the L1 article to ﬁll in the gap where 
they have diﬃculty understanding in the L2 text.
Figure 1. Results of Questions 7 and 8
Figure 2. Results of Question 9 and 10
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4.3 Interviews
  For the current study, 15 students were 
interviewed (10 freshmen and five sophomores) 
to gain further insights into the students’ reaction 
toward the bilingual reading and the L2 summary 
writing assignments.
(1) Question 1
 Regarding the question on difficulties in 
completing the assignments, limited linguistic 
knowledge emerged as a major hindrance as observed 
in the questionnaire results. Limited linguistic 
knowledge includes vocabulary and grammatical 
knowledge. 
 Students A and D simply mentioned that they 
struggled to complete the reading task because of 
their limited vocabulary. Students E and G reported 
that it took time to complete the reading assignment 
because they had to look up many words. 
 In  addi t ion,  in  terms of  the  wri t ing 
assignment, another aspect of vocabulary issue was 
difficulty finding synonyms. As the students were 
instructed to use different expressions from those 
used in the original text, they had to find similar 
expressions to write summaries. Students E, H, and J 
reported this problem. Student H said:
I t  was  hard  to  wr i te  wi th  d i ffe ren t 
expressions. Because I read the original 
English text, I tend to follow and mimic it. 
So, after understanding the whole content, it 
turned out diﬃcult to write in English using 
my electronic dictionary while ﬁguring out 
the main points without reading the original 
text. 
 Moreover, two different concerns were 
reported related to grammar. Student B referred to the 
reading task and said, “What was most troubling was 
when unknown words and grammatical structures 
were used in the same sentence. Even if I translated 
the words, the sentence could mean totally different 
thing, so it was hard.” On the other hand, Student N 
reported the hindrance caused by limited grammatical 
knowledge when writing. He described as follows:
I could write with simpler grammatical 
structures, but I thought that the sentences 
would look choppy if I did that. So, I felt it 
was diﬃcult when I thought one combined 
sentence would communicate my ideas 
better but I was not able to ﬁgure out how to 
grammatically structure it. 
 Finally, as found in the questionnaire, 
Students C, I, L, and M mentioned that they had 
difficulty verbalizing their ideas in English. For 
example, Student L described her problem as follows:
I suﬀered a lot because I can express myself 
in Japanese but I did not know how to 
say the same thing in English. I think it’s 
because of grammar. I went to the Writing 
Center twice and [the tutor] found several 
sentences that did not make sense in 
English. We have metaphorical expressions 
in Japanese, but if I translate them into 
Japanese exactly, they don’t make sense. 
This happened to me a lot and that’s what 
was diﬃcult for me.
(2) Question 2
 As for Question 2, the participants again 
reported that their limited vocabulary knowledge 
made it more diﬃcult to read the news and write the 
summary. 
 Negative feedback was mainly about 
the time-consuming nature of finding separate 
articles in two languages on the same topic. For 
instance, Student M said, “I couldn’t understand 
the English article completely, so it was hard to 
determine whether the content of the Japanese article 
corresponded to the English one.” According to the 
participants, Japanese articles were more diﬃcult to 
find, as Student J reported, “It was difficult to find 
Japanese articles. Many of them were dialogic and 
short.”
 However, more positive feedback was gained 
in this question. Students E, I, and N felt that they 
were able to build vocabulary. For example, Student 
N said:
After I read the English text and translated it, 
I read the Japanese article and thought, “Oh, 
this means this!” Or when I saw a new word 
[in the English article and read the Japanese 
article], I thought, “Maybe the meaning of 
this word in this context is this one.” 
 Also, Students I, J, and N reported that they 
thought it was a good opportunity to read English 
news articles and gain knowledge from them. Student 
N said:
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While I searched for news articles in 
Japanese and English, I felt I was able to 
learn so much about current news and it 
was nice to have this kind of opportunity to 
learn about them. So, I think I learned a lot 
from ﬁnding English news articles.
 Finally, Students B, D, E, F, G, L, N and 
O reported that reading Japanese text helped them 
understand the English text on the same topic. Student 
G said:
It was much easier to understand the English 
article after reading the Japanese one. When 
I read the English article ﬁrst, I was able to 
understand the meaning of individual words, 
but if I encountered something I didn’
t understand, I was left unsure about it. But 
when I read the Japanese text ﬁrst, I could 
speculate like, “Maybe the author means 
this, he is just using another expression.”
(3) Question 3
 Regarding Question 3, two types of responses 
were found. The ﬁrst type of the response was that the 
participants grew to be able to write longer texts as 
they were required to submit reports at the university. 
Students B, C, F, G, and J gave this response. The 
other type was that the participants thought more 
about the text organization. Students A, I, K, and L 
gave this response. For instance, Student L said, “Now 
I establish the conclusion first and start writing the 
content.”
(4) Question 4
 Concerning Question 4, again, many 
responses were about vocabulary. Students E, F, and I 
noted that they built vocabulary. Also, Students H and 
again E reported that they developed awareness that 
they had to use diﬀerent words when summarizing. 
 In addition, Students K and L mentioned that 
they started to think about conclusion ﬁrst. Student K 
said:
Having entered the university, I learned essay 
writing and rules like one topic per paragraph
…It became easier to write as I learned to 
write the conclusion first then supporting 
sentences and the concluding sentence. I 
can write a paragraph by connecting these 
sentences.
5.  Conclusion
 The current study examined how reading 
news articles on the same topic in two languages and 
L2 summary writing would affect students’ writing 
skills and their perceptions of how these tasks aﬀected 
their L1 and L2 writing skills. The answers for the 
research questions are that L1 and L2 reading did 
not improve L1 writing skills; however, L2 writing 
skills were improved through the L1 and L2 reading 
activities. In addition, the students’ perception of 
writing did not change greatly, and their concerns 
centered around limited linguistic knowledge in both 
languages. 
 More specifically, the writing assessments 
indicated that their L2 writing skills improved after 
the activities. The questionnaires and interviews 
might explain how this result was gained. Most 
students responded that the significant cause of 
their writing problem was their limited L2 linguistic 
knowledge, especially vocabulary knowledge. In past 
research, L2 proﬁciency has been reported as a strong 
predictor of L2 writing skills rather than L1 writing 
skills (e.g., Sasaki & Hirose, 1996(27)).
 This issue hindered them from comprehending 
L2 texts as well as expressing their ideas in writing. 
According to some participants, they were able to 
build vocabulary through reading both L1 and L2 
news articles, as L2 texts provided contexts for 
different meanings of words and L1 texts supported 
them to understand the meaning of vocabulary in 
different contexts. As a result, the majority of the 
participants responded that the bilingual reading 
activities helped them improve both L2 reading and 
writing skills. 
 Also, L2 summary writing helped their 
L2 writing skills to develop. As the instructor did 
not allow the students to use the same expressions 
from the original text, the students struggled to find 
synonyms but they reported that they improved 
their L2 writing skills because of this rule and raised 
awareness that they are expected to write in their own 
words when they summarize a text. 
 Although there was an increase in the 
students’ L2 writing test scores, the questionnaire 
survey suggested that the students’ awareness on 
the essay organization was not fully developed. 
For both L1 and L2 writing, most students were 
not able to clearly describe how an essay should be 
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organized. Therefore, explicit instruction is needed 
so that students would internalize the rules of how to 
structure an essay. 
 Considering the L2 proficiency level of 
the participants, it can be concluded that including 
L1 texts as a step to activate schema to prepare for 
reading an L2 news article was effective. Reading 
L2 news articles is diﬃcult for lower L2 proﬁciency 
learners; however, by including L1 texts, they were 
able to complement their understanding of the L2 
article. 
 As the interviewees described how they were 
intellectually stimulated by reading L2 news articles, 
this kind of excitement might help students continue 
reading L2 texts, which leads to improvement of L2 
writing skills. 
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